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ABSTRACT 
 
 
Project implementation appears to be one the most difficult aspects of a manager’s 
job. The purpose of project management is to forecast or anticipate potential dangers 
and problems that may jeopardise the success of a project and then to plan, organise 
and control activities that will lead to the successful completion of projects in spite of 
all the envisaged risks.  It is estimated that more than 80% of projects run late or over 
budget. Such failure often sinks small firms and erodes profits of larger organisations.   
Project implementation is therefore critical to the success of both small and big firms. 
 
The primary objective of this study is to improve project management in firms by 
investigating the variables that influence project implementation. More specifically, 
the study investigates the influence of organisational communication, leadership, 
business process management and resistance to change on project implementation. 
 
The sample consisted of 170 employees in a cross-section of industries.  The sample 
was stratified to include senior managers, managers, supervisors and lower level 
employees. 
 
The empirical results show that organisational communication, participatory 
leadership, retention of the status quo and goal-oriented leadership increase project 
implementation, while resistance to change decreases project implementation. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
SCOPE OF THE STUDY 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION   
 
Project implementation appears to be one the most difficult aspects of a manager’s job 
(Bolles 2002). There is an increase in use of multidisciplinary projects to deliver on 
companies’ strategies (Handy 2001). The increasing use of projects over the last forty 
years reflects rapid change in the nature of markets and technologies (Turner 2003). 
Projects are spreading from traditional strongholds of construction, aerospace and 
shipbuilding to all kinds of industries including the software industry, insurance, banking 
and education (Hastings 1993). 
 
Projects are the building blocks in the design and execution of strategies for an 
organisation and it provides an organisational focus for conceptualising, designing and 
creating new or improved products, services and organisational processes (Cleland 2004). 
The purpose of project management is to forecast or anticipate potential dangers and 
problems that may jeopardise the success of a project and then to plan, organise and 
control activities that will lead to the successful completion of projects in spite of all the 
envisaged risks (Lock 2003).  According to Sid (2004), however, in practice more than 
80% of projects run late or over budget.  During the previous century most major 
transport projects overspent seriously on their budget and there seemed to be no trend 
towards reducing over expenditure over a period of 80 years (Flyvbjerg 2003).  Such 
failure often sinks small firms and erodes profits of larger organisations to the point that 
they are susceptible to acquisition by a competitor, losing its independence (Sid 2004).  
The consequences of ineffective implementation of projects are also likely to have a 
poorly motivated work force, slow in achieving results and costs are high to run company 
projects (Lock 2003).   Project implementation is therefore critical to the success of both 
small and big firms. 
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According to Mobey and Parker (2002), the chances of a project succeeding can be 
increased if firms have an understanding of what the critical success factors are to 
systematically and quantitatively assess these critical variables, anticipating possible 
effects, and then choose appropriate methods of dealing with them.  Rad and Raghavan 
(2000), for example, suggest that project failure or near-failures can be caused by poor 
communication and unanticipated shortage of resources.  Executive managers often 
complain that their middle or operating managers lack the ability to implement strategies 
successfully (Floyd & Wooldridge 1992).  Poor understanding and commitment to the 
strategy on the part of managers also impede strategy implementation (Floyd & 
Wooldridge 1992).  The present study investigates a model to improve project 
implementation in firms by investigating, among others, the above-mentioned variables 
that influence project implementation in firms. 
 
1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT 
 
Organisations need to have the ability to devise strategies which are vital to its survival. 
According to Parvitz and Ginger (2002), a typical project is likely to be completed at 
twice its original budget and twice the original anticipated duration. High risk projects are 
sometimes highly successful while managers of projects with much lower levels of risk 
sometimes overspend their budgets and schedules while the deliverables fail to meet the 
requirements (Steyn 2008:11).  Pinto (1989) states that implementation of a project is 
complex process. It usually requires extensive and collective attention to a broad array of 
human, budgetary and technical variables. 
 
According to Cleland (2004), projects fail for the following reasons: 
• Inadequate senior management, 
• ineffective planning, 
• inappropriate organisational design, 
• lack of well defined and delegated authority and responsibility,  
• an inefficient system for monitoring, evaluating and controlling the use of resources 
on the projects, 
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• ineffective contingency planning, limited team member participation in executing 
project decisions, 
• unrealistic cost and schedule objects, 
• lack of customer commitment to projects, 
• limited customer supervisions, and 
• an inadequate management information system.  
 
Gray and Larson (2003) state that effective project management begins with selecting and 
prioritising projects that support the firm’s mission and strategy, but successful 
implementation requires mastering both the technical and the social cultural dimension of 
the process.  Research on project implementation, however, often lacks the explanation of 
how and why the implementation processes fail.  Okumus (2001) suggests that there is a 
lack of understanding with regard to how elements in the implementation frameworks 
interact and how these elements influence the overall implementation process.  Building 
on the research of Cleland (2004), the present study investigates the impact of 
organisational communication, resistance to change; leadership and business process 
management have on project implementation. 
 
1.2.1 Organisational communication 
 
According to Kinney (1995), as cited in Boe (2002), to experience lack of 
communication and miscommunication is tantamount to being lied to.  Communication 
of the strategy is incomplete and sloppy when key words, phrases, or strategic concepts 
are ill defined such a situation subjects lower level managers to situations of 
misunderstanding (Miller 2006).  According to de Kare-Silver 2002:11), it is important to 
improve communication in the workplace as it increases the speed of getting to the 
market, and therefore, revenues.  Communication is important to ensure that individual’s 
at all organisational levels understand their responsibilities and to align themselves to a 
central purpose, mission and vision of the firm (Bass & Avolio 1999:147).  Alkhafaji 
(2003) concluded that widespread communication of the strategy is the best mechanism 
for ensuring enthusiastic and creative execution through “buy in” by others.   
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Ineffective organisational communication can hold back or slow down implementation of 
a project if it creates conflict amongst team members, reduces stakeholder commitment, 
costs time and money, and reduce quality (Kemp 2004). Lock (2003) further argues that a 
badly informed group with vague responsibilities and ambiguous levels of status and 
authority is likely to be poorly motivated, slow to achieve results, expensive and 
frustrating to work with. 
 
Effective communication also fosters good relations between managers and ordinary 
employees.  The present study therefore investigates the role that communication plays in 
improving project implementation. 
 
1.2.2 Resistance to change 
 
Implementing projects often requires changing aspects of organisations. During times of 
change, the culture may oppose doing things differently unless the reasons for change are 
explained and demonstrated (Cleland 2004).  According Nicholas and Steyn (2008), 
changes are a chief cause of cost ad schedule overruns, low worker morale, and poor 
relationships between contractors and clients. 
 
Projects use a variety of resources to achieve their objectives and during these times of 
change people may feel insecure or threatened by the alteration of the status quo (Turner 
2003). He further argues that projects are agents of change, they upset the status quo and 
as such they can expect to meet resistance. 
 
Snedaker (2005) states that resistance to change is retarding project implementation, 
where the lack of support for new projects eventually leads back to old behaviours and 
patterns which will created a doubly tough task because you have the added burden of 
hearing “We tried that before and it didn’t work”. Cleland (2004) further argues that 
while the project manager is struggling with complex interactions and making decisions 
on the basis of observed changes, additional changes are continuing to take place. 
 
Against this background, there is often resistance to change.  It is therefore important that 
the influence of resistance to change on project implementation is investigated. 
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1.2.3 Leadership 
 
Organisational change is caused by the changing external environment, and to mediate 
between these two forces, leadership is required (Mintzberg 2003). Managers, as leaders 
of firms, should be able to formulate strategies and ensure that these strategies are 
implemented successfully.  Yukl (2002) therefore regards leadership as management’s 
ability to influence their firms’ internal and external (where possible) variables in order to 
ensure their firms’ receptiveness to its environment as well as their efficiency to handle 
the changes that are necessary.  Managers must therefore have a clear understanding of 
how their leadership affects the outcome of implementation.  
 
According to the literature, the type of leadership that is required should in the first 
instance be able to integrate all parts of an organisation into a coherent strategic direction 
that would enhance organisational performance and proactively shaping its own future 
(David 1998). Secondly subscribe to participative leadership by nature (Yukl 2002) and 
in the third instance should be an instrument of goal achievement, which uses power to 
effect change in others (Fleishman, Mumford, Zaccaro, Levin, Korotkin & Hein 1991; 
Northouse 2001).  Northouse (2001) concurs that such a leadership would transform 
followers through the setting of a mission, setting an example and paying attention to 
detail and individuals within the organisation. 
 
Collins (2001) states that leadership is retarding project implementation where decisions 
are made on impressions where it should be actually based on facts and figures. Actions 
should be guided by the company’s objective and not individual egos. Richman (2006) 
further argues that a leader should know what he/she wants team members and followers 
members to do, convey that understanding to them, contribute to their motivation and 
remove any barriers to their success. 
 
1.2.4 Business process management 
 
Implementation teams spend a lot of time to define in great detail exactly how the 
implementation of a project would be carried out (Mabert, Soni & Venkataramanan 
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2003). This includes what modules and process options would be implemented to achieve 
the strategic objectives.  This implementation plan also explains how senior management 
priorities would be incorporated.  
 
Selecting the right employees to participate in implementation process and motivating 
them is critical for implementation success (Khan 2002).  Implementation teams are 
entrusted with critical decision-making responsibility to execute the strategic plans and 
should consist of highly respected individuals from each business function within the 
firm (Umble, Haft & Umble 2002).  These teams should be provided with clear role 
definitions (Bancroft, Seip & Sprengel 1998) and team members should have a high 
learning potential (Welti 1999).  It is also important that all key team members are 
available on a full-time basis to ensure project continuity and progress. 
 
Business process management is retarding project implementation according to James 
and Wong (2006), who state that every three people working on a project is spending all 
their time re-doing what two other people have done wrong and two of the major reasons 
for rework are poor planning and ever changing project scope. 
 
To summarise:  Against the above background and the researcher’s reflection on own 
experience with project implementation within industry, it is important that research be 
conducted on how to improve project implementation in firms.  This study therefore 
attempts to identify whether the implementation variables in the preceding literature 
review are barriers to implementation in business firms and how they can be overcome.  
There appears to be a lack of an empirically tested procedure to improve project 
implementation.  It is therefore not surprising that there is an apparent lack of 
understanding among managers of the impact the above variables have on the project 
implementation process.   
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1.3 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
 
The primary objective of this study is to improve project management in firms by 
investigating the variables that influence project implementation. More specifically the 
study investigates the influence of organisational communication, leadership, business 
process management and resistance to change on project implementation. 
 
In order to achieve the above primary objective, the following secondary objectives will 
be pursued: 
 
• The nature and importance of project implementation. 
• The determinants of effective project implementation 
• The influence of organisational communication on project implementation. 
• The influence of resistance to change on project implementation.  
• The influence of leadership on project implementation. 
• The influence of business process management on project implementation. 
 
To achieve the above objectives, the following research design objectives are:  
 
• to perform a secondary literature review on project implementation; 
• to construct a questionnaire to collect data on the hypothesised model to improve 
project implementation; 
• to conduct a pilot study to test the initial reliability of the instruments used in the 
questionnaire; 
• to collect the data from the target sample, using the questionnaire; 
• to capture the raw data in Excel and analyse it with the SPSS statistics software 
program; and 
• to interpret the findings, draw conclusions and make recommendations to 
management based on these findings. 
 
1.4 THE HYPOTHESES 
 
The following null hypotheses will be investigated: 
HO1: Business process management exerts no influence on project implementation 
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HO2
H
: Organisational communication exerts no influence on project implementation 
O3
implementation. 
: Leadership (particularly participative leadership) exerts no influence on project 
HO4
 
: Resistance to change exerts no influence on project implementation. 
The above-mentioned null hypotheses are graphically illustrated in Figure 1.1. 
 
FIGURE 1.1:  A MODEL TO IMPROVE STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION - 
THE NULL HYPOTHESES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.5 METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 
 
In this section, the research paradigm (approach), sample, measuring instruments and 
data analysis techniques are explained. 
 
1.5.1 The research paradigm 
  
The phenomenological or qualitative paradigm stems from an anti-positivistic, 
interpretative approach; is ideographic, thus holistic in nature; and the main aim, is to 
understand social life and the meaning that people attach to everyday life (De Vos 1998: 
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241).  The qualitative researcher thus discards the notion of an external, objective reality 
and aims to understand reality by discovering the meanings that people in a specific 
setting attach to it. According to Collis and Hussey (2003:53), the phenomenological 
paradigm suggests that social reality lies within the unit of research, and that the act of 
investigating the reality has an effect on that reality.  The phenomenological approach 
pays considerable regard to the subjective state of the individual.   
 
The positivistic approach seeks the facets or causes of social phenomena, with little 
regard to the subjective state of the individual (Collis & Hussey 2003:52). Explanation 
consists of establishing causal relationships between the variables by establishing causal 
flows and linking them to deductive or integrated theory (Collis & Hussey:53). A 
positivistic approach suggests that closed questions should be used, whereas a 
phenomenological approach suggests open-ended questions (Collis & Hussey 2003).  The 
positivistic or quantitative approach will be used in this study, as the aim of the study is 
to quantify the relationships among the variables investigated in this study.  
 
1.5.2 The sample  
 
Convenience sampling was used to select a sample of 145 employees in a cross-section of 
industries.  The sample was stratified to include senior managers, managers, supervisors 
and lower level employees.  Questionnaires were distributed personally to convened 
focus groups from the above categories of employees at six business firms in the Nelson 
Mandela Metropole.  More information on the sample is provided in Chapter 3. 
 
1.5.3 The measuring instruments 
 
To match the conceptualisation of the variables in the present study, self-constructed 
measuring instruments were used to measure these variables.  These instruments included 
the following and were based on the cited literature sources: 
 
• Organisational communication (BOE 2002; de Kare-Silver 2002; Bass & Avolio 
1999). 
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• Participative leadership (Mintzberg 2003; Yukl 2002; Fleishman et al. 1991, 
Northouse 2001). 
• Business process management (Khan 2002; Welti 1999; Umble et al. 2002). 
• Resistance to change  (Cleland 2004; Turner 2003; Nicholas & Steyn 2008), and 
• Project Implementation (Parviz & Ginger 2002:19; David 2004). 
 
The questionnaire items were anchored on a five-point Likert-scale that ranges from (1) 
strongly disagree to (5) strongly agrees.  The statistical program STATISTICA Version 
9.0 (2009) was used to analyse the data. 
  
1.6 TERMINOLOGY 
 
The following are key concepts used in this study: 
 
Organisational communication:  The process whereby firms create and exchange 
messages within a network of interdependent relationships to cope with environmental 
uncertainty. 
 
Resistance to change:  The extent to which employees resist to abandon their existing 
beliefs and behaviours in favour of new ones. 
 
Participative leadership:  The extent to which managers encourage other organisational 
members in their functional roles to contribute to the success of the firm. 
 
Business process management:  The extent to which managers are able to manage their 
business processes successfully.  Managers would demonstrate successful business 
process management if they succeed in achieving low levels of duplication of work in 
their departments;  sharing knowledge and information with other departments; ensuring 
a free flow of information among all managerial levels; co-ordinating projects and 
collaborating with other departments; encouraging their employees to not only be 
concerned about the interests of their own department, but also about the interests of 
11 
 
other departments; ensuring that there are clear policies and standard procedures to guide 
businesses processes. 
 
Project implementation:  The extent to which departments meet revenue targets on 
projects; adhere to project budgets; finish the project on time; garner the required 
resources to execute the project; and get the right product to the right customer at the 
right time. 
 
1.7 OUTLINE OF THE STUDY 
 
The study will be divided into seven chapters. 
 
Chapter 1 will outline the scope, problem statement, objectives, hypotheses and 
methodology of the study. 
 
Chapter 2 will comprise a literature overview on project implementation including the 
direct and indirect variables. 
 
Chapter 3 will consist of a discussion of the theoretical/hypothesised model to improve 
project implementation in the private sector and will outline the research methodology, 
which includes the research paradigm, sampling design and measuring instruments.   
 
In Chapter 4 the empirical results will be presented. Issues of scale reliability and validity 
will also be discussed in this chapter. 
 
In Chapter 5 the empirical findings will be interpreted, summarised and managerial 
implications discussed.  
 
In Chapter 6 comprises the conclusion and recommendations 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter reviews the nature and importance of project implementation by drawing on 
literature in the area of strategic management. The reason for this is because the 
implementation (execution) of strategy is a major component of strategic management.  
The chapter therefore starts by providing a brief description of strategic management and 
how it involves the planning and implementation of a company’s strategic related 
decisions and actions.  This is followed by a review of how the strategic management 
processes can infirm project implementation. The chapter then explores selected strategy 
implementation factors that are proposed to improve project implementation. 
 
2.2 STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT 
 
Strategic management involves the planning, directing, organising and controlling of a 
company’s strategically related decisions and actions. The critical tasks and 
responsibilities of strategic management according to Nell (2000:51), are:  
 
• formulating the company’s mission, purpose, philosophy and goals; 
• developing an internal company profile; 
• assessing the company’s external environment; 
• analysing the company options by matching its resources with the external 
environment; 
• identifying the most desirable options by evaluating options according to the 
company mission; 
• selecting a set of long term objectives and grant strategies; 
• implementing strategic choices by means of budgeted resource allocations; and 
• evaluating and controlling the success of the strategic process as input for future 
decision making. 
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Nell (2000) put forward that effective strategic management has many advantages.  
Firstly, due to an increased awareness among subordinates of the importance of strategic 
planning – they assist management in planning, monitoring and forecasting 
responsibilities.  Secondly, the strategic management process results in better decision 
making, because group interaction generates a variety of strategic forecasts based on a 
range of perspectives.  Thirdly, employee involvement in strategic formulation improves 
their understanding of productivity and reward relationships in every strategic plan and 
therefore motivation.  Fourthly, resistance to change is reduced, because greater 
awareness of the parameters that limit decision options causes employees to more readily 
accept strategic decisions. 
 
Strategic management is a process.  Firstly, strategy is formulated.  This includes the 
development or re-evaluation of the company’s vision, a company profile based on an 
assessment of a company’s internal environment, assessment of the external environment, 
designing of long-term goals, and operational objectives.  The second phase includes the 
implementation of strategies, goals and objectives.  Finally, in the third phase, the 
implementation of the strategies, goals and objectives are monitored, evaluated and 
reviewed. 
 
Because strategic planning is important in firms responding to changes in the external 
environment in order to improve their competitiveness (Gray & Larson 2003), managers 
often spend more time formulating strategies at the expense of implementing them 
(Vasconcellos 1990).  The complexity of the implementation process may also contribute 
to the lack of attention to this process by managers (Heracleous 2000). 
 
Hussey (1998:527) however states that “no company anywhere in the world has ever 
added a single penny to its profits from making plans, the rewards are only realised when 
plans are implemented”.   Heracleous (2000) concurs that if an organisation cannot 
implement a decision successfully, the implications are enormous. Apart from monetary 
and time loss, failed implementation creates a negative precedence within the 
organisation, such as lower employee morale, loss of trust in management and creates an 
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even more flexible organisation (Heracleous 2000).  The strategy-implementing task is 
also the most complicated and time-consuming part of strategic management (Thompson 
& Strickland 2003). 
 
According to Morrisey (1996:12), the ultimate responsibility for the development and 
implementation of the total organisation’s strategic and tactical (business) plans lies with 
the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) and the senior management team, which includes 
major department heads, one or two key staff advisers and whoever will be guiding the 
implementation process.  The implementation of strategies is therefore primarily a 
management issue.  The ability of managers to implement strategy is therefore very 
important to an organisation (Miller 1998).  
 
According to Thompson and Strickland (2003), successful strategy implementation 
(execution) depends on three organisational issues: 
 
• Developing an internal organisation structure that is responsive to the needs of 
strategy. 
• Developing the skills and distinctive competences in which the strategy is grounded 
and seeing that the organisation has the managerial talents, technical know how and 
competitive capabilities it needs, and 
• Selecting the right people for key positions. 
 
As far as fitting organisational structure to strategy is concerned, Larue (1982) 
recommends that firms first pinpoint key functions and tasks required for successful 
strategy implementation.  Secondly, they should reflect on how the strategic critical 
functions and organisational units relate to those that are routine and to those that provide 
staff support.  Thirdly, firms should make strategy critical business units and functions 
the main organisational building blocks.  Fourthly, management should determine the 
degree of authority needed to manage each organisational unit, bearing in mind both the 
benefits and cost of decentralised decision making. Finally, management should provide 
for coordination among the various organisational units.  Somers and Nelson (2004) 
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agree that managing business processes effectively and efficiently in firms is important 
for successful implementation of plans.   
  
The present study concur with Thompson and Strickland (2003) that the human element 
(the right people with the required competencies) is a key ingredient for successful 
strategy implementation.  In addition the study supports the notion that communication 
(Forman & Argenti 2005), participative leadership (Noble, 1999) and the management of 
resistance to change (Heracleous 2000; Cleland 2004) are important variables influencing 
the successful implementation of strategic plans in firms.  In addition, Nell (2000) 
suggests that using a strategic management approach would benefit project management, 
including project implementation.  The present study therefore explores how project 
implementation can be improved by investigating the influence of selected strategy 
implementation determinants on project implementation. 
 
2.3 THE IMPORTANCE OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
 
Projects are the building blocks in the design and execution of strategies for an 
organisation and it provides an organisational focus for conceptualising, designing and 
creating new or improved products, services and organisational process (Cleland 2004). 
Projects and multidisciplinary working are key vehicles for delivering strategy (Handy 
2001). The increasing use of projects over the last forty years reflects rapid change in the 
nature of markets and technologies (Turner 2003).  
 
Projects are spreading from traditional strongholds of construction, aerospace and 
shipbuilding to all kinds of industries including the software industry, insurance, banking 
and education (Hastings 1993). According to Mobey and Parker (2002), to increase the 
chances of a project succeeding, it is necessary for the organisations to have an 
understanding of what the critical success factors are, to systematically and quantitatively 
assess these critical factors, anticipating possible effects, and then choose appropriate 
methods of dealing with them.  
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Unlike operations, projects are always novel and therefore, to varying degrees, 
unpredictable in their outcomes (Turner 2003). Pinto (1989) states that the project 
implementation process is complex, usually requires extensive and collective attention to 
a broad aspect of human, budgetary and technical variables. 
 
According to Jugdev and Muller (2005), to define what project success means is like 
gaining consensus from a group of people on the definition of “good art.” Project success 
is a topic that is frequently discussed and yet rarely agreed upon (Baccarini 1999). 
Generally, the views on project success have evolved over the years from simple 
definitions that were limited to the implementation phase of the project life cycle to 
definitions that reflect an appreciation of success over the entire project and product life 
cycle (Jugdev & Muller 2005). 
 
According to Steyn (2008), the following factors contribute to the rapid growth and 
importance of project management: 
 
• Globalisation forces companies to be as efficient as their counterparts overseas. This 
leads to down sizing and a need to do work with the smallest possible work force. 
Bureaucratic structures are increasingly being replaced by project teams. 
• Unlike decades ago, when products were made to last, modern products like 
computers and cell phones have short product life cycles. New products have to be 
developed at an increasing pace. 
• Clients are becoming more demanding and, as a result of fierce competition, can 
afford to be demanding. Sound project management ensures client satisfaction. 
• There is an explosion in the magnitude of knowledge available and much of the new 
knowledge is available via the internet. As competitors make use of this knowledge, 
companies are under pressure to make rapid and radical changes. Project management 
facilitates these changes. 
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2.4 THE NATURE OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
 
The purpose of project management is to forecast or envisage as many of the potential 
threats and problems as possible and to plan, organise and control activities to complete 
projects as successfully as possible in spite of all the risks (Lock 2003). Many of these 
basic elements are more of an attitude than a technique Attitude of understanding 
problems before fixing them, of following through, of being practical, of getting work 
done and delivering it, of working well together and of doing good work are at the heart 
of project management (Kemp 2004).  
 
A project is designed to deliver a specific deliverable and is dissolved once the 
deliverable has been produced (Reis 2006).  Project goals should be in line with the goals 
of the organisation (Tukel & Rom 2001). It is also important that top management visibly 
support projects (Tom & Rom 2001).  Kerzner (2000) concurs that a project is likely to 
be successful if visible support and commitment are present from the top and executive 
management.   
 
Regardless of how well the tangible deliverables of a project is defined and achieved, 
failure to manage the project stakeholders adequately may cause the project to fail 
(Turner 2003). According to Steyn (2008:11), high risk projects are sometimes highly 
successful while managers of projects with much lower levels of risk often overspend 
their budgets and schedules while the deliverables fail to meet the requirements. 
 
2.5 DETERMINANTS OF SUCCESSFUL PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION  
 
Project success factors can be divided into two major categories: those that deal with 
things and those that deal with people (Parviz & Ginger 2002:19).  The “things” success 
factors include quantification of performance of planning procedures, cost management, 
schedule management, scope management, risk management policies, change 
management and integration efforts.  The people issues are the feelings, priorities and 
perceptions.  
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It is important that people issues received the necessary attention.  It has been reported 
that a degeneration of any of the items related to people issues will impact the things 
issues in an indirect but profound way (Parviz & Ginger 2002:19). 
 
According to Cleland (2004), projects fail for the following reasons: 
 
• Inadequate senior management involvement.  
• Ineffective planning. 
• In appropriate organisational design. 
• Lack of well defined and delegated authority and responsibility. 
• Inefficient systems for monitoring, evaluating and controlling the use of resources on 
the project. 
• Ineffective contingency planning. 
• Limited team member participation in executing project decisions. 
• Unrealistic cost and schedule objectives. 
• Lack of customer commitment to projects. 
• Limited customer supervision. 
• Inadequate management information systems. 
 
James and Wong (2006) further argue that the most common causes of project failure are: 
 
• Frequent change of specification/project scope. 
• Unclear project goals 
• Unclear roles and responsibilities. 
• Inadequate estimation of required human resources and efforts. 
• Inadequate project monitoring and control. 
• Inadequate project management skills. 
• Inadequate risk management. 
• Poor project planning. 
• Staff turnover that affects the project. 
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Both the above reasons (causes) of project failure stress the importance that inefficient 
monitoring and poor planning lead to projects failing. (Turner 2003) The author further 
argues that projects are invariably unpredictable in their outcomes. The researchers found 
that this increases the need for more standard systems/procedures to be implemented 
before any projects are started. Further, if proper records are kept of information and data 
on issues that lead to failure of projects in the past, such information could minimise the 
probability of the same failure occurring twice.  
 
Many of the above reasons for project failure can be quantified.  These quantified reasons 
allow project managers to work with an established archive of historical data in order to 
keep all aspects of the project within the standards of acceptability for the organisation.  
These quantified standards and procedures improve the probability of project success 
(Kwak & Dai 2000).  There are however unquantifiable factors that cause the failure of 
projects.  For example, poor communication has been cited as a reason for project failures 
(Rad & Raghavan 2000).  Unanticipated shortage of resources, in other words business 
process management issues, has also been reported as determinants of project failure 
(Rad & Raghavan 2000). 
 
Okumus (2001) suggests that there is a lack of understanding with regard to how 
elements of the implementation framework interact and how these elements influence the 
overall implementation process.  The present study investigates selected people issues 
that influence the successful implementation of projects, namely organisation 
communication, participative leadership, resistance to change and business process 
management.  These variables are now discussed. 
 
2.5.1 Organisation communication 
 
Forman and Argenti (2005) are of the view that although an entire discipline is devoted to 
the study of organisational strategy, including strategy implementation, little attention has 
been given to the links between communication and strategy.  Because both strategies 
and projects are types of plans (Marx, Van Rooyen, Bosch & Reynders 1998:369-371), 
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the present study asserts that the influence of communication on project implementation 
is also underestimated.  
 
According to Smit and Cronjé (1993:354), organisational communication is the act of 
providing information to all the management functions, namely controlling, leading, 
organising and planning. Managers should therefore improve upward, downward and 
lateral communication to ensure that everybody at all organisational levels understand 
their responsibilities and are aligned around a central purpose, mission and vision (Bass 
& Avolio 1999: 147). 
 
Communication of the strategy and project information should be well defined and as 
complete as possible. It should omit key words, phrases, or strategic concepts that will 
cause misunderstandings at lower level management (Miller 2006). In other instances 
communication is not timely and retarded by negative interpersonal relationships (de 
Kare-Silver 2002: 11).  Ineffective communication also erodes trust.  Kotter (1990) 
therefore states that three communication pitfalls should be avoided: under 
communication, ineffective communication and inconsistent communication. 
 
Under communication occurs when elaborate change efforts are communicated to 
members of an organisation through a single memo or meeting, with the result that few 
people grasp the essence of the transformation.  Ineffective communication is 
characterised by an inability to communicate a message despite intentions to do so. 
Without clarity and understanding, the leadership of an organisation will find it difficult 
if not impossible to communicate meaning to the members of the organisation. In the 
absence of shared meaning and interpretation of reality, coordinated action will be 
difficult to facilitate.  Inconsistent communication occurs when the day-to-day actions of 
leaders are inconsistent with their messages.  
 
There are also other barriers to effective communication.  Firstly, information overload, 
which is a condition where individuals have more information than the individuals can 
sort out and use. They then tend to select, ignore or forget information.  Secondly, 
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language could also be a barrier to effective communication, since words mean different 
things to different people. Frequently used terms and words used by top managers might 
not be understood by lower level employees (Robinson 1994). 
 
Communication has four major functions within an organisation, namely control, 
motivation, emotional expression and information. For an organisation to enhance 
performance the managers need to maintain some form of control over their employees, 
stimulate employees to perform, provide means for emotional expression and make the 
information flow effectively.  Effective communication fosters enthusiasm, buy-in and 
creative execution of tasks (Alkhafaji 2003). 
 
Organisational communication also plays an important role in training, knowledge 
dissemination and learning during the process of strategy (and project) implementation. 
Through communication processes, organisational context and implementation objectives 
are directed.  Despite the merits and quality aspects of a strategy (or project), if the 
business team do not understand and accept it, performance will suffer.  This could delay 
or cause the project to fail. 
 
Alexander (1985) found that communication is mentioned more frequently than any other 
single item in promoting successful strategy implementation. The content of such 
communications usually includes clearly explaining what new responsibilities, tasks, and 
duties need to be performed by the affected employees.  The present study concurs that 
communication is an important determinant of project implementation and investigates it 
as such. 
 
2.5.2 Participative leadership 
 
According to Yukl (2002:86), participative leadership contributes to higher job 
satisfaction, effort and performance among employees.  Yukl (2002:83) reports that 
participative leadership also has benefits in terms of higher decision-making quality, 
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higher decision acceptance by participants, more satisfaction with the decision process, 
and more development of decision-making skills. 
 
In addition, Parnell, Carraher and Holt (2002) found that involving middle and lower 
level managers in formulating of strategy development, increases their involvement, 
understanding and commitment to such strategies.  The present study concurs with the 
above opinion and therefore investigates participative leadership as a determinant of 
successful project implementation.   
 
A study by Wooldridge and Floyd (1990) revealed that involving subordinates (in their 
case, middle-level managers) in strategic decisions resulted in the participants 
championing alternatives, synthesizing information, facilitating adaptability and 
implementing strategy deliberately.  In a follow-up study, Floyd and Wooldridge (1997) 
found that organisational performance is influenced by both downward strategic 
influence by top management as well as upward influence among middle management.  
In other words, participative leadership influences organisational performance positively. 
The present study proposes that this situation should also apply to project implementation 
as an organisational process. 
 
There are however challenges in applying participative leadership effectively.  This 
includes employees being unable to perform their jobs; managers providing inadequate 
leadership and direction; and employees and managers delaying or preventing changes 
that they find threatening or disagreeable (Alexander 1985).  According to Noble (1999), 
a lack of shared knowledge between managers and employees can also create a barrier to 
successful strategy implementation.  Nutt (1986) however proposes that a participative 
leadership style can overcome these barriers. 
 
2.5.3 Resistance to change 
 
Implementing projects often requires changing aspects of organisations. During times of 
change, the existing culture may be opposed to doing things differently unless the reasons 
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for change are explained and demonstrated (Cleland 2004).  According Nicholas and 
Steyn (2008) changes often cause cost and schedule overruns, low worker morale, and 
poor relationships between contractors and clients. 
 
A variety of resources are used to achieve project objectives and during these times 
people may feel insecure or threatened by these changes (Turner 2003). Projects are 
however agents of change, they upset the status quo and as such should be expected to 
meet with resistance.  In addition, change often requires significant change to the 
processes, structure and cultures of organisations (Forster & Browne 1996:186).   People 
tend to dislike change because they are reluctant to move out of their comfort zone 
(Leonard, Scholl & Beauvais 1997).  It is therefore possible that organisational culture 
could be a barrier to the implementation process. 
 
Resistance to change often manifests in non-commitment to implementing strategy (or a 
project).  According to Guth and MacMillan (1986), there are three fundamentally 
different sources of low of negative individual manager commitment to implementing a 
particular strategy: low perceived ability to perform successfully in implementing that 
strategy; low perceived probability that the proposed outcomes will result, even if 
individual performance is successful; low capacity of the outcome to satisfy individual 
goals/needs. Therefore the present study asserts that middle managers with low or 
negative commitment to the projects formulated by senior management would create 
significant obstacles to effective implementation. 
 
Furthermore, Snedaker (2005) suggests that resistance to change slows down project 
implementation when the lack of support for new projects eventually leads back to old 
behaviours and patterns.  This adds the burden of fighting the attitude of “We tried that 
before and it didn’t work”.  Moreover, while the project manager struggles with complex 
interactions and making decisions on the basis of observed changes, additional changes 
are continuing to take place (Cleland 2004).  The present study therefore investigates 
resistance to change as an important variable that influences project implementation. 
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2.5.4 Business process management 
 
Aduri, Lin and Ma, (2002) identified clearly defined objectives as most important in the 
achievement of business strategies.  Clearly defined objectives provide the blueprint for 
achieving a strategy (Khan 2002). For both strategy and project, these goals or objectives 
should be specific and operationalisable (Somers & Nelson 2004). 
 
Mabert, Soni and Venkataramanan (2003) suggest that project teams should spend extra 
time up front to define in great detail exactly how the implementation would be carried 
out. This should include what methods and process options would be implemented and 
how the process would be managed.  This is called business process management. 
 
According to Khan (2002), selecting the right employees to participate in the 
implementation process and motivating them is critical for the implementation’s success. 
An implementation team consists of highly respected individuals from each function and 
they are entrusted with important decision-making responsibility (Umble et al. 2002).  In 
managing the project implementation process, implementation teams should be provided 
with clear role definitions (Bancroft, Seip &  Sprengel 1998).  Because project work can 
be very demanding and complex, people with a high learning potential must be assigned 
to projects and at least all key project members must be available on a full-time basis to 
ensure project continuity and progress (Welti 1999). 
 
The present study asserts that the way business processes are managed is an important 
determinant of successful project implementation.  The study therefore investigates to 
what extent processes such as duplication of work, interdepartmental sharing and flow of 
knowledge and information, managing diverse interests, interdepartmental coordination 
of projects, clear policies and standard procedures influence project implementation. 
 
2.6 CONCLUSION 
 
In this chapter the literature was reviewed on the strategic management process, more 
particularly strategy implementation.  The growing importance of project management 
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and the reasons for the failure of project implementation were also reviewed.  The present 
study asserts that lessons of strategy implementation can be applied to project 
implementation, particularly in respect of variables such as organisational 
communication, participative leadership, resistance to change and business process 
management are concerned.  The next chapter explores the theoretical model to improve 
project implementation on the basis of these variables. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
HYPOTHESISED MODEL AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 INTRODUCTION  
 
In this chapter, the theoretical model underpinning this study, as well as the research 
methodology to test this model, is explained.  Hypotheses are formulated based on these 
theoretical foundations.  This chapter also includes a discussion of the research paradigm, 
the sample and measuring instruments.  The data analyses conducted are also discussed. 
 
3.2 THEORETICAL MODEL TO IMPROVE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 
 
3.2.1 Business process management 
 
According to Parviz and Ginger (2002), a typical project is likely to be completed at 
twice its original budget and at twice its original anticipated duration. Okumus (2001) 
suggests that there is a lack of understanding with regard to how the elements in the 
implementation framework interact and how these elements influence the overall 
implementation process. Business process management is retarding project 
implementation, according to James and Wong (2006). These authors state that every 
three people working on a project is spending all his/her time re-doing what two other 
people have done wrong and two of the major reasons for rework are poor planning and 
ever changing project scope.  It is therefore hypothesised that: 
 
H1
 
:  Business process management exerts a positive influence on project implementation. 
3.2.2 Participative leadership 
 
Organisational change is caused by the changing external environment and to mediate 
between these two forces, leadership is required (Mintzberg 2003). Managers, as leaders 
of firms, should be able to formulate strategies and ensure that these strategies are 
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implemented successfully.  Yukl (2002) therefore regards leadership as management’s 
ability to influence their firms’ internal and external (where possible) variables in order to 
ensure their firms’ receptiveness to its environment as well as their efficiency to handle 
the changes that are necessary.  Collins (2001) states that leadership is retarding project 
implementation where decisions are made on impressions where it should actually be 
based on facts and figures. Actions should be guided by the firm’s objectives and not 
individual egos. Richman (2006) further argues that a leader should know what he/she 
wants team members and followers members to do, convey that understanding to them, 
contribute to their motivation and remove any barriers to their success.  It is therefore 
hypothesised that: 
 
H2
 
:   Participative leadership exerts a positive influence on project implementation. 
3.2.3 Organisational communication  
 
According to Howard (1996), effective internal communication is important to 
accomplish organisational communication because it fosters trust, faster decision-making 
and improved performance where studies show that unclear communication is a major 
factor in every organisational problem (Malosh 2009). Organisational communication is 
retarding project implementation where it creates conflict amongst the team members 
which reduces stakeholder commitment, costs time and money and reduces quality 
(Kemp 2004). Lock (2003) argues that a badly informed group, with vague 
responsibilities and ambiguous levels of status and authority, is likely to be poorly 
motivated, slow to achieve results, costly to run and frustrating to work with. It is 
therefore hypothesised that: 
 
H3
 
:  Organisational communication exerts a positive influence on project 
implementation. 
3.2.4 Resistance to change 
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Businesses with a positive organisational culture are more likely to survive in a 
competitive environment and should attain higher performance levels than organisations 
without any organisational culture (Plumeir 2006). Greenberg and Baron (2003:31) report 
that a well planned organisational culture strategy leads to improved financial 
performance, reduces operating costs and enhance corporate reputation. A positive 
organisational culture also improves entrepreneurship, creativity, adaptability, dynamics 
and service quality (Richard & Ravi 2006:20).  
 
Snedaker (2005) states that resistance to change is retarding project implementation, 
where the lack of support for new projects eventually leads back to old behaviours and 
patterns which will create compounds the complexity of tasks because the added burden 
of hearing “We tried that before and it didn’t work”. Cleland (2004) further argues that 
while the project manager is struggling with complex interactions and making decisions 
on the basis of observed changes, additional changes are continuing to take place. It is 
therefore hypothesised that: 
 
H4:  Resistance to change exerts a negative influence on project implementation 
 
FIGURE 3.1:   HYPOTHESISED MODEL TO IMPROVE PROJECT 
IMPLEMENTATION 
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3.3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  
 
In this section, the research paradigms, sample, measuring instruments and data analyses 
are discussed. 
 
3.3.1 Research paradigms 
 
Research is generally approached from two paradigms, namely positivistic or quantitative 
and phenomenological or qualitative paradigms.  The phenomenological paradigm stems 
from an anti-positivistic, interpretative approach, is ideographic, thus holistic in nature, 
and the main aim, is to understand social life and the meaning that people attach to 
everyday life (De Vos 1998:241).  The qualitative researcher thus discards the notion of 
an external, objective reality and aims to understand reality by discovering the meanings 
that people in a specific setting attach to it (Leedy 1993). According to Collis and Hussey 
(2003:53), the phenomenological paradigm suggests that social reality lies within the unit 
of research, and that the act of investigating the reality has an effect on that reality.  The 
phenomenological approach pays considerable regard to the subjective state of the 
individual (Collis & Hussey 2003).   
 
According to Yin (1994:68), human behaviour is significantly influenced by the setting in 
which it occurs; thus the researcher must study that behaviour in particular situations. The 
physical setting e.g. schedules, space, pay and rewards and the internalised notions of 
norms, traditions, roles and values are crucial contextual variables. Yin (1994:68) further 
argues that one cannot understand human behaviour without understanding the 
framework within which subjects interpret their thoughts, feelings and actions. 
Qualitative research relies on interpretative and critical approaches to social sciences 
(Mouton & Marais 1992). The aim of qualitative research is to study individuals and 
phenomena in their natural settings in order to gain a better understanding of them. It is 
also evident that qualitative research does not follow a fixed set of procedures. 
 
The positivistic approach seeks the features or causes of social phenomena, with little 
regard to the subjective state of the individual (Collis & Hussey 2003:52). Explanation 
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consists of establishing causal relationships between the variables by establishing causal 
flows and linking them to deductive or integrated theory (Collis & Hussey 2003:53). A 
positivistic approach suggests that closed questions should be used, whereas a 
phenomenological approach suggests open-ended questions (Collis & Hussey 2003). 
Leedy and Ormrod (2001:101) explain that quantitative research is used to answer 
questions about relationships among measured variables with the purpose of explaining, 
predicting and controlling phenomena. Mouton and Marais (1992:159) reinforce this 
opinion and define quantitative research as more highly formalised as well as more 
explicitly controlled, with a range that is more exactly defined, and which, in terms of the 
methods used, is relatively close to the physical sciences.  
 
Quantitative research seeks to quantify, through numbers, observations about human 
behaviour (Leedy & Ormrod 2001:101). The emphasis is on precise measurement, the 
testing of hypotheses based on a sample of observations and a statistical analysis of the 
data. A quantitative research project would usually test the most important causal links to 
be found in the research domain (Collis & Hussey 2003). This relationship between 
variables is usually expressed as a hypothesis and quantitative research usually ends in 
confirming or disconfirming the hypotheses that were tested (Collis & Hussey 2003). 
 
Because the positivist and the interpretive paradigms rest on different assumptions about 
the nature of the world, they require different instruments and procedures to find the type 
of data desired. This does not mean, however, that the positivist never uses interviews nor 
that the interpretivist never uses a survey (Mouton & Marais 1992).  All research 
methods could be placed somewhere between the extremes of pure quantitative and pure 
qualitative research (Yin 1994:115).  Quantitative data analyses however are dominant in 
positivistic research, while interviews and observation are dominant in phenomenological 
research.  A summary of the main differences between qualitative and quantitative 
research is given in Table 3.1. 
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TABLE 3.1 DIFFERENCES BETWEEN QUALITATIVE AND 
QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Mouton and Marais (1992:159). 
 
It is important to indicate whether research projects have a qualitative or quantitative 
nature.  This will assist in determining what process to follow and measuring instruments 
to select.  The positivistic or quantitative approach will be used in this study, the aim is to 
statistically test the relationships among the variables investigated in the study.  
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3.3.2 The sample  
 
Convenience sampling was used to select a sample of 145 managers from a cross-section 
of heavy engineering firms in the Nelson Mandela Bay.  The population of the study 
consisted of senior managers, managers, supervisors and general employees in these 
heavy engineering firms.  The sample was stratified to include senior managers, 
managers, supervisors and general employees, as all these occupational categories are 
involved in the implementation of a company’s projects.  According to Collis and Hussey 
(2003), this prevents bias, because the views of each section of the population are 
recorded in a balanced way.  The demographic composition of the sample is shown in 
Table 3.2.  
 
TABLE 3.2 DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOSITION OF THE SAMPLE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
VARIABLE  N % 
Gender: Male   120 83 
 Female 25 17 
 Total 145 100 
Age: 20-29 33 23 
 30-39 77 53 
 40-49 31 21 
 50-59 4 4 
 60+ 0 0 
 Total 145 100 
Education: Grade 12 or equivalent 48 33 
 National diploma 76 52 
 First degree 20 14 
 Master’s degree 1 1 
 Total 145 100 
Tenure:  <5 8 6 
 5-9 39 27 
 10-14 68 47 
 15-19 26 18 
 20+ 4 2 
 Total 145 100 
Experience: <5 38 26 
 5-9 63 27 
 10-14 31 22 
 15-19 6 4 
 20+ 7 5 
 Total 145 100 
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Table 3.2 indicates the following variables namely gender, age, education, tenure and 
experience.  The gender percentage in Table 3.2 indicates that 83% males and 17% of 
females are employed in positions of authority. The current mindset is gradually 
changing since the 17% females in the industry could be considered as a positive trend 
for females working towards managerial positions. Females appear to have a different 
style of management and could be viewed as most loyal employees when in respect of 
job hopping between companies or attaining levels of expertise gained within their 
current firm. 
 
Tenure was measured through a self-reported factual measure of time (in years and 
months) spent working in that position. Table 3.2 indicates that 74% of employees 
normally spend between 10 and 44 years in the same position in a company. It further 
indicates that 27% of employees spend between 5 and 9 years in their position at 
companies which have a direct impact on the total amount of experience gathered during 
the survey which indicates that the highest percentage of experience is gained between 5 
and 9 years. The researcher is of the opinion that this information could have a positive or 
a negative impact on companies. Positive in terms of the fact that 53% of employee’s in 
the age group 30-39 years was recorded to be part of the survey and they normally want 
to stabilise within the work environment. Negative since the second highest percentage 
age group recorded was 23% (age group 20-29 years old) and they are normally 
identified in industry as job hoppers, therefore it could result in valuable company 
knowledge being lost at the very early stages. 
 
3.3.3 The measuring instruments 
 
Self-constructed measuring instruments were used to measure the variables investigated 
in this study.  These instruments included the following and were based on the cited 
literature sources: 
 
• Organisational communication (BOE 2002; de Kare-Silver 2002; Bass & Avolio 
1999). 
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• Participative leadership (Mintzberg 2003; Yukl 2002; Fleishman et al. 1991; 
Northouse 2001). 
• Business process management (Khan 2002; Welti 1999; Umble et al. 2002). 
• Resistance to change  (Cleland 2004; Turner 2003; Nicholas & Steyn 2008); and 
• Project implementation (Parviz & Ginger 2002:19; David 2004). 
 
The questionnaire items (see Annexure 1) were anchored on a five-point Likert-scale that 
ranges from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. 
 
3.3.4 Data analysis 
 
The STATISTICA Version 9.0 (2009) computer software was used to analyse the data.  
The analyses included descriptive statistics, assessment of reliability and validity of the 
measuring instruments and multiple regression analysis. 
 
3.4 CONCLUSION 
 
In this chapter, the hypothesised model to improve project implementation in firms was 
discussed.  The research methodology to test this model was explained, which included 
the research paradigm, the sample and the measuring instruments underpinning this 
investigation.  The data analyses conducted were also discussed.  In the next chapter the 
empirical results which emanated from the data analyses are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 
THE EMPIRICAL RESULTS 
 
4.1 INTRODUCTION  
 
In this chapter, the empirical results derived from the statistical analyses are reported.  
Firstly, the results on the reliability and validity of the measuring instruments are 
discussed. Secondly, the descriptive statistics are reported, which highlights the average 
responses on questionnaire items.  Finally, the results of the multiple regression analysis 
are reported. 
 
4.2 RELIABILITY OF THE MEASURING INSTRUMENTS 
 
4.2.1 Reliability defined 
 
Reliability deals with accuracy. According to Leedy and Ormrod (2001:31), it is the 
extent to which, on repeated measures, the indicators yield similar results. Reliability in a 
quantitative research project can be evaluated by repeating a question in a questionnaire. 
Reliability asks only one question: with what accuracy does the measurement, test, 
instrument, inventory or questionnaire measure what it is intended to measure (Leedy & 
Ormrod 2001). According to Collis and Hussey (1997:57), a measuring instrument is 
reliable when the research results yielded by these instruments can be repeated.  Zikmund 
(2000:280) defines reliability as the degree to which measures are free from error and 
therefore yield consistent results.   
 
Malhotra (1999:281) states that the ability of a measuring instrument to determine the 
proportion of systematic variation in the scores yielded by the instrument is a reflection 
of the reliability of that instrument.  This is done by determining the association between 
the scores obtained from different administrations of the instrument.  If the association is 
high, the instrument yields consistent results and is therefore reliable.  Test-retest, split- 
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half, equivalent-form, and the coefficient alpha are commonly used to assess reliability 
(Cant, Gerber-Nel, Nel, & Kotze 2003:122-124). These approaches are discussed in the 
following section. 
 
4.2.2 Reliability of the measuring instrument 
 
Reliability is the consistency with which the measuring instrument performs (Leedy 
1997:35). This means that apart from delivering accurate results the measuring 
instrument must delivers similar results consistently.  Riley (2000:126) proposes that 
reliability refers to whether the measuring instrument, in this case the questionnaire, 
consistently measures what is was intended to measure. Singleton, Strait and Strait 
(1993:121) feel that reliability may be improved through conducting exploratory studies 
in the area of interest, or by conducting a pre-test on a small sample of persons similar in 
characteristics to the target group. In this study, both the above activities were conducted 
by the researcher - in the form of a comprehensive literature study and a pilot survey 
conducted on the pilot group who had similar profiles to the recipients of the 
questionnaire and who are knowledgeable on this topic.  
 
4.2.2.1 Approaches to estimate reliability 
 
Leedy and Ormrod (2001:99) state that the reliability of a measurement instrument is the 
extent to which it yields consistent results when the characteristic being measured has not 
changed. The following are forms of reliability that are frequently of interest in research 
studies: 
 
• Inter rater reliability is the extent to which two or more individuals evaluating the 
same product or performance give identical judgments. 
• Internal consistency reliability is the extent to which all the items within a single 
instrument yield similar results. Although this approach is a popular method of 
computing the reliability of the results where questions have been used as the basis of 
the data collection method, it requires substantial computing facilities and software 
which uses a special formula called Kuder-Richardson (Collis & Hussey 2003:187); 
37 
 
• Equivalent forms reliability is the extent to which two different versions of the same 
instrument yield similar results; and 
• Test-retest reliability is the extent to which the same instrument yields the same result 
on two different occasions. However this method has the disadvantage that it is often 
difficult to persuade respondents to answer questions a second time, and if they do, 
they may think more deeply about the questions on the second occasion and give 
different answers (Collis & Hussey 2003:186). 
• Split halves reliability is the extent to which the questionnaires or interview record 
sheets are divided into two equal halves, perhaps by putting the response to the odd 
numbered questions in one pile and the responses to the even number questions in 
another (Collis & Hussey 2003:187). The problem is that the results will depend on 
how the scale items are spilt and Malhotra (1999:282) suggests that this problem can 
be overcome by the use of the Cronbach reliability or alpha coefficient. 
 
The reliability alpha coefficient or Cronbach’s (1951:297-334) alpha of a measuring 
instrument varies on a continuum ranging from 0 to 1.  The Cronbach alpha tends to 
increase with an increase in the number of scale items.  It is therefore possible to increase 
the coefficient artificially (and inappropriately) by including several redundant scale 
items (Malhotra 1999:282; Cant et al. 2003:124).  Despite this shortcoming, it has been 
reported that the Cronbach alpha is a more rigorous method of establishing internal 
consistency (Parasuraman 1991).  It also has the advantage of producing a reliability 
estimate through a single administration.   
 
The Cronbach reliability of a measure is expressed in terms of a reliability coefficient.  
Although there is no prescribed standard, a high reliability coefficient, for example 0.80 
generally indicates that the measure is highly reliable, whereas a low coefficient would 
generally indicate a weak reliability.  A scale that renders a reliability coefficient of 
above 0.70 usually suggests that the instrument is reliable (Nunnally 1978).  The 
coefficient, for example of 0.8, means that 80% of the variance in observed scores (the 
actual scores obtained on the measure), is due to the variance in the true scores (the true 
amount of the trait possessed by the respondent).  In other words, the score obtained from 
38 
 
the measuring instrument is an 80% true reflection of the underlying trait measured.  The 
Cronbach alpha was used to calculate the internal consistency (reliability) of the 
measuring instruments in the present study. 
 
4.2.2.2 Techniques which may be used to increase reliability 
 
• Give full account of theories and ideas for each research phase (LeCompte & Goetz 
1982). 
• Assurance of congruence between the research issue and features of the study design 
in the research design phase (Yin 1994). 
• Record observations and actions as concrete as possible (LeCompte & Goetz 1982). 
• Development and refinement of the case study protocol in the research design phase 
can be achieved by conducting several pilot studies testing the way of questioning 
and its structure (Eisenhardt 1989; Mitchell 1993; Yin 1994). 
• Use structured or semi-structured case study protocols (Yin 1994). 
• Use multiple researchers who continually communicate their methodological 
decisions (LeCompte & Goetz 1982). 
• Record data mechanically, for example, by using a tape recorder or video tape (Nair 
& Reige 1995). 
• Development of a case study data base at the end of data the collection phase to 
provide a characteristic way of organising and documenting the mass of collected 
data (Lincoln & Guba 1985). 
• Assurance of meaningful parallelism of findings across multiple data sources (Yin 
1994).  
• Use peer review/examination (Lincoln & Guba 1985). 
 
4.2.3 Reliability of the measuring instruments used in this study 
 
A pilot study was conducted on a sample of 20 potential respondents to evaluate the 
questionnaire for errors and reliability.  Table 4.1 shows that all the variables exhibited a 
Cronbach alpha of above 0.60, which exceeds the minimum for basic exploratory 
research.  The present study is exploratory, as it is the first study investigating the present 
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combination of variables in the hypothesised model to improve project implementation in 
business firms.  This study is therefore not exhaustive in finding the solution to the 
problem of ineffective project implementation. 
 
TABLE 4.1 RELIABILITY OF INSTRUMENTS – PILOT STUDY 
 
 
VARIABLE 
 
 
CRONBACH ALPHA 
Business process management 0.61 
Organisational communication 0.83 
Participative leadership 0.76 
Resistance to change 0.63 
Project implementation 0.79 
 
Based on the results of the pilot study, all questionnaire items were retained from the 
final data collection.   The questionnaire was distributed to a sample of 170 respondents.  
The responses to the final questionnaire was tested for reliability, of the results are 
reported in Table 4.2. 
 
TABLE 4.2  RELIABILITY OF INSTRUMENTS – FINAL STUDY 
 
 
VARIABLE 
 
 
CRONBACH ALPHA 
Business process management 0.71 
Organisational communication 0.57 
Participative leadership 0.79 
Resistance to change 0.64 
Project implementation 0.70 
 
 
 
Table 4.2 shows that all the variables exhibited a Cronbach alpha of above 0.50, which is 
acceptable for basic research. The instruments returned alpha values of more than 0.50 in 
both the pilot study and post-pilot study assessments.  In the post-pilot study results, the 
business process management showed an alpha coefficient of 0.61; organisational 
communication an alpha coefficient of 0.83; the participative leadership’s alpha 
coefficient was 0.76; the resistance to change yielded an alpha coefficient of 0.63 and the 
project implementation scale produced an alpha coefficient of 0.79.  It is clear from Table 
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4.2 that the changes made to the questionnaire items after the pilot study yielded 
improved Cronbach alphas for the business process management, participative leadership 
and resistance to change, while a slight decrease in the reliability coefficients was evident 
in the organisational communication and project implementation scales.   
 
4.3 VALIDITY OF THE MEASURING INSTRUMENTS  
 
4.3.1 Validity defined 
 
Validity is concerned with the soundness and effectiveness of the measuring instrument 
(Leedy 1997: 32).  The question is whether the measuring instrument measures what it is 
intended to measure, and the degree of accuracy of that measurement. According to 
Collis and Hussey (2003:58), validity is the extent to which the accuracy of the research 
findings represents what really is happening in a particular situation. “An effect or test is 
valid if it demonstrates or measures what the researcher thinks or claims it does” 
(Coolican 1992: 35).  Collis and Hussey (2003:59) further state that research errors, such 
as faulty research procedures, poor sampling and inaccurate or misleading measurement, 
can undermine validity.  According to Malhotra (1999:283), validity is the extent to 
which differences in observed scale scores reflect true differences among subjects on the 
characteristics being measured, rather than systematic or random errors.   
 
4.3.2 Types of validity 
 
There are different ways in which validity can be assessed. According to Diamantopoulos 
and Schlegelmilch (2000:33), the main methods are content validity; criterion validity; 
nomological validity; construct validity; convergent validity; and discriminant validity. 
 
• Content validity 
 
Content validity involves the subjective but systematic evaluation of the 
representativeness of the content of a measuring instrument.  This type of validity 
requires an examination of whether the scale items adequately integrate the entire domain 
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of the construct being measured.  Malhotra (1999:283) states that content validity alone is 
not a sufficient measure of the validity of a scale. A better evaluation can be obtained by 
examining criterion validity.   
 
• Criterion validity 
 
Criterion validity reflects whether a scale performs as expected in relation to other 
variables selected as meaningful criteria.  Criterion validity may be classified as either 
concurrent validity or predictive validity, depending on the time sequence in which the 
new measurement scale was compared to the criterion measure.  If the new measure is 
taken at the same time as the criterion measure, the method is called concurrent validity.  
On the other hand, predictive validity is established when a certain measuring scale 
predicts a future measured event.  In other words, the two measures differ only on the 
basis of a time dimension - to be precise, only if the criterion is separated in time from 
the predictor measure (Malhotra 1999:283; Zikmund 2000:282-283). 
 
• Nomological validity 
 
Nomological validity assesses the relationship between theoretical constructs.  It is 
intended to confirm significant correlations between the constructs as predicted by a 
theory.  A theoretical model is formulated that leads to further deductions, testing and 
inferences (Diamantopoulos & Schlegelmilch 2000:34). Droge (2003) defines 
nomological validity as the degree to which the construct, as measured by a set of 
indicators, predicts other constructs that past theoretical and empirical work state it 
should predict. 
 
• Construct validity 
 
Construct validity addresses the question of what construct or characteristic the scale is 
measuring.  It seeks to answer theoretical questions of why a scale works and what 
deductions can be made concerning the theory of the basic scale (Diamantopoulos & 
Schlegelmilch 2000:34).  Construct validity is the most sophisticated and difficult type of 
validity to establish and includes convergent and discriminant validity.    
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• Convergent validity 
 
Convergent validity is the extent to which the scale correlates positively with other 
measures of the same construct.  It is not necessary that all these measures be obtained by 
using conventional scaling techniques (Malhotra 1999:283).   
 
In this study great care was taken to assure validity of the measuring instrument by 
consulting knowledgeable people by means of a pilot study. The aim of the pilot study 
was specifically to ensure that the questionnaire was presented in a logical manner as 
well as being designed to measure what it was meant to. 
 
• Discriminant validity 
 
The first stage of the data analysis procedure was to assess the discriminant validity of 
the measuring instrument. Discriminant validity of a measuring instrument refers to the 
extent to which a measure or set of measures correctly represents the concept of the 
study. It is therefore concerned with how well the concept is defined by the 
measurements (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black 1998:90). Discriminant validity 
assesses the extent to which a measure does not correlate with other constructs from 
which it is supposed to differ.  A measure has discriminant validity when it has a low 
correlation with measures of dissimilar concepts (Diamantopoulos & Schlegelmilch 
2000:36; Zikmund 2000:283).  Discriminant validity is calculated by means of one of the 
primary tools for establishing construct validity, namely a factor analysis.  A factor 
analysis facilitates the identification of measuring items that have a high correlation 
among themselves, referred to as factors.  The items which comprise the factors help 
determine the structure of the construct being measured.  According to Luna (2005), 
factor analysis tells the researcher what variables group or go together based on the 
premise that observed variables are correlated because they share one or more underlying 
causes, called factors.  
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4.3.3 Techniques which may be used to increase construct validity 
 
• Use multiple sources of evidence in the data collection phase, such as the 
triangulation of interview tapes, documents artefacts and other for protection against 
researcher bias (Flick 1992; Perakyla 1997). 
• Establish a chain of evidence in the data collection phase, that is, use verbatim 
interview transcripts and notes of observations made during field trips which allow 
the supply of sufficient citations and cross-checks of particular sources of evidence 
(Grigg 1987; Hirschman 1986).  
• Reviewing of draft case study reports in the report writing phase, that is, letting key 
informants and research assistants review interview transcripts, parts of the data 
analysis and final reports outlining the findings and if necessary change unclear 
aspects (Yin 1994). 
 
4.3.4 Techniques which may be used to increase internal validity 
 
• Use of within-case analysis, the cross-case and cross-nation pattern matching, in the 
data analysis phase (Miles & Hubberman 1994). 
• Display of illustrations and diagrams in the data analysis phase to assist explanation 
building in the data analysis phase (Miles& Hubberman 1994). 
• Assurance of internal coherence of findings in the data analysis phase, which can be 
achieved by cross-checking the results (Yin 1994). 
 
4.3.5 Techniques which may be used to increase external validity 
 
• Use of a (literal and/or theoretical) replication logic in multiple case studies in the 
research design phase (Eisenhardt 1989; Parkhe 1993). 
• Definition of the scope and boundaries of the research design phase, which help to 
achieve reasonable analytical generalisations rather than statistical generalisation for 
the research design phase (Marshall & Rossman 1989). 
• Comparison of evidence with the existing literature in the data analysis phase to 
clearly outline contributions and generalise those within the scope and boundaries of 
the research - not to larger populations (Yin, 1994).  
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4.3.6 The discriminant validity of the instruments used in this study 
 
The first phase of data analysis in the present study involved an assessment of the 
discriminant validity of the measuring instruments.  For this purpose, an exploratory 
factor analysis was conducted, using the STATISTCA Version 9.0 (2009).  Principal 
components analysis was specified as the method of factor extraction and Varimax raw 
rotation of the original factor matrix was used (Jennrich & Sampson 1966) in all 
instances.  The factor analysis involved the four independent variables, namely business 
process management, organisational communication, participatory leadership and 
resistance to change, as well as the dependent variable, project implementation.  
 
In the factor analysis five factors, namely business process management, organisational 
communication, participatory leadership, resistance to change and project implementation 
were specified.  It was surmised that each of the five variables modelled were separate 
and distinct constructs but that their "separateness" needed to be empirically verified.  
The resultant empirical evidence did not, however, support this contention.   
 
Table 4.3 shows that four items (BPM 1, 2, 3 and 6), regarded as measures of business 
process management, loaded on factor 1, while two items from organisational 
communication (COM 2 and 5) and three items each from participatory leadership (LDR 
1, 4 and 5) and project implementation (PIM 2, 4 and 7) also loaded on factor 1.  The 
latter items were regarded as measures of business process management. 
 
One item, regarded as a measure of organisational communication, and two items each 
from participatory leadership (LDR 6 and 7) and project implementation (PIM 1 and 5) 
also loaded on factor 2.  It appears that all these items are related to leadership that sets 
goals.  This variable was therefore labelled goal-oriented leadership. 
 
Two items, regarded as measures of resistance to change (RTC 5 and 7), loaded on factor 
3.  Both items appeared to refer to resistance to change of the status quo.  The variable 
was thus labelled retention of status quo.   
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TABLE 4.3:  ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS – EMPIRICAL RESULTS 
  Factor 1* Factor 2* Factor 3* Factor 4* Factor 5* 
  
Business 
Process 
Management 
Goal-
oriented 
leadership 
Retention of 
status quo 
Organisational 
communication 
Resistance 
to change 
BPM1 0.636 -0.092 -0.359 0.027 -0.052 
BPM2 0.733 0.241 0.328 0.194 0.200 
BPM3 0.701 0.157 0.202 0.088 0.186 
BPM5 0.108 -0.151 0.083 0.853 0.017 
BPM6 0.757 0.127 -0.208 0.117 -0.157 
COM2 0.686 0.236 0.152 -0.002 0.329 
COM3 -0.031 0.731 0.256 0.184 -0.086 
COM5 0.760 -0.041 0.161 0.117 0.022 
COM6 0.136 0.123 0.059 0.873 0.000 
LDR1 0.838 -0.007 -0.099 0.018 0.095 
LDR4 0.703 -0.094 -0.253 0.122 0.040 
LDR5 0.865 0.054 0.010 0.028 0.171 
LDR6 0.120 0.807 -0.139 -0.001 0.090 
LDR7 0.199 0.621 -0.166 0.391 -0.165 
PIM1 0.045 0.818 0.108 -0.141 -0.015 
PIM2 0.742 0.125 0.196 0.101 -0.096 
PIM4 0.470 0.370 -0.072 0.441 0.255 
PIM5 0.077 0.753 -0.066 -0.096 0.088 
PIM7 0.696 0.063 -0.367 0.036 0.087 
RTC1 0.228 0.214 0.066 -0.315 -0.512 
RTC2 -0.316 -0.112 0.031 -0.136 -0.764 
RTC3 -0.167 0.062 0.318 0.233 -0.711 
RTC5 -0.051 -0.064 0.750 0.249 -0.051 
RTC7 0.135 0.045 0.726 -0.076 -0.288 
Eigen 7.290 3.015 2.318 1.861 1.329 
 
Note: * = Loadings greater than 0.50 were considered significant. 
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One item, regarded as a measure of business process management (BPM 5) and one 
regarded as a measure of organisational communication (COM 6) loaded on factor 4.  
They were both related to organisational communication and were therefore labelled as 
such.     
 
Three resistance to change (RTC 1, 2 and 3) items loaded on factor 5.  These items were 
therefore regarded as measures of resistance to change. 
 
All the above factors produced acceptable Eigen values of more than the customary one 
(1.000). 
 
Due to the many different items loading on factor 1 business process management, it was 
considered to test whether the variable was uni-dimensional.  A second EFA was 
conducted for this purpose.  The results showed that the variable was not uni-dimensional 
(see table 4.4 below).  Factor 1 split into two variables, namely factor 1 participative 
leadership and factor 2 project implementation.  
 
TABLE 4.4 EMPIRICAL RESULTS - UNI-DIMENSIONALITY OF FACTOR 1 
  Factor – 1* Factor - 2* 
  Participative leadership Project implementation 
BPM2 0.447 0.703 
BPM3 0.266 0.804 
BPM6 0.683 0.379 
LDR1 0.830 0.322 
LDR4 0.859 0.101 
LDR5 0.782 0.451 
PIM2 0.290 0.814 
PIM4 0.160 0.740 
PIM7 0.714 0.268 
Eigen 5.195 1.084 
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Based on the empirical results (Tables 4.3 and 4.4), the variables indicated in Table 4.5 
were retained in all subsequent analyses.  The Cronbach reliability coefficients of the 
measuring instruments, as they emerged from the factor analyses, were recalculated to 
confirm their internal consistency.  Based on the factor analysis results and Cronbach 
alphas, certain latent variables were finally removed from the theoretical models.  On the 
basis of inadequate discriminant validity, the business process management variable was 
deleted from the theoretical model.  Table 4.5 also indicates the final Cronbach alphas of 
the latent variables that were included in the final theoretical model. Again Cronbach 
alphas are above the acceptable level of 0.50 for basic research (Tharenou 1993;  Pierce 
& Dunham 1987). Only the latent variables shown in Table 4.5 and their corresponding 
measuring items (see Annexure 2) were included in the revised model to improve project 
implementation.   The revised model is graphically depicted in Figure 4.1. 
 
TABLE 4.5 EMPIRICAL FACTOR STRUCTURE OF VARIABLES IN THE 
REVISED HYPOTHESISED MODEL 
 
VARIABLE MEASURING ITEMS CRONBACH ALPHA 
Participatory leadership 
BPM 1, 6 
COM 2, 5 
LDR 1, 4, 5 
PIM 7 
0.88 
Goal-oriented leadership 
COM3 
LDR 6,7 
PIM 1, 5 
0.82 
Organisational 
communication 
BPM 5 
COM 6 0.78 
Retention of status quo RTC 5, 7 0.54 
Resistance to change RTC 1,2,3 0.52 
Project implementation 
BPM 2,3 
PIM 2,4 0.84 
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FIGURE 4.1  REVISED MODEL TO IMPROVE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 
   
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Due to the emergence of two new variables from the exploratory factor analysis, namely 
goal-oriented leadership and retention of status quo, two new hypotheses had to be 
formulated.  The hypotheses were as follows: 
 
H5
H
:  Goal-oriented leadership exerts a positive influence on project implementation  
6
 
:  Retention of status quo exerts a negative influence on project implementation 
The revised hypothesised model is graphically depicted in Figure 4.1.  The original 
hypotheses H2, H3 and H4 were retained in the revised hypothesised model, while H1 
 
was 
deleted as business process management did not show discriminant validity in the 
exploratory factor analysis. 
 
     Independent variables                Dependent variable 
  
 
Project 
implementation 
H2+ 
H5+ 
H3+ 
H6- 
H4- 
Participatory 
leadership 
Goal-oriented 
leadership 
Organisational 
communication 
Retention of 
status quo 
Resistance to 
change 
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4.4   MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS 
 
The revised model to improve project implementation (Figure 4.1) was subjected to a 
multiple regression analysis by using the computer program STATISTICA Version 9.0 
(2009).  Figure 4.2 and Table 4.6 show the empirical results of this analysis. 
 
TABLE 4.6:  REGRESSION ANALYSIS – EMPIRICAL RESULTS 
 
Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 
 b* 
Std.Err. 
- of b* b 
Std.Err. 
- of b t(139) p-value 
Intercept     -1.147 0.483 -2.376 0.019 
PARTLEAD 0.591 0.059 0.635 0.063 10.079 0.000 
GOALLEAD 0.236 0.056 0.333 0.079 4.201 0.000 
ORGCOMM 0.161 0.058 0.182 0.065 2.794 0.006 
RESISTCH -0.127 0.060 -0.147 0.070 -2.111 0.037 
STATUSQ 0.209 0.060 0.232 0.067 3.480 0.001 
 
All relationships significant at p < 0.05 
 
FIGURE 4.2  EMPIRICAL EVALUATION OF THE REVISED MODEL TO   
IMPROVE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 
     Independent variables                Dependent variable 
  
 
Project 
implementation 
+0.63, p<0.05 
 
+0.33, p<0.05 
 
+0.18, p<0.05 
 
-0.15, p<0.05 
 
+0.23, p<0.05 
 
Participatory 
leadership 
Goal-oriented 
leadership 
Organisational 
communication 
Retention of 
status quo 
Resistance to 
change 
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Table 4.6 indicates the results emanating from the regression analysis of the influence of 
project management related subjects, the independent variables, on project 
implementation, the dependent variable.  These results are now discussed.  
 
4.4.1 Business process management and project implementation 
 
Hypothesis H1
 
 stipulated that business process management exerts a positive influence 
on project implementation.  The null hypothesis formulated regarding business process 
management was:  
H01
 
:  Business process management exerts no influence on project implementation 
Business process management did not emerge as a separate variable in the exploratory 
factor analysis and was therefore excluded from the revised model to improve project 
implementation.  Hypothesis H1, that business process management exerts a positive 
influence on project implementation and the null hypothesis HO1
 
, business process 
management exerts no influence on project implementation, could not be empirically 
evaluated. 
4.4.2 Participatory leadership and project implementation 
 
Hypothesis H2
 
 stated that participatory leadership exerts a positive influence on project 
implementation.  The null hypothesis formulated regarding the strategy was: 
H02
 
:   Leadership (particularly participative leadership) exerts no influence on project   
implementation. 
Table 4.6 and Figure 4.2 show that participatory leadership is significantly related to 
project implementation (r = 0.63, p < 0.05).  This means that participatory leadership as 
defined in the revised model does influence project implementation significantly positive.   
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It is also means that the null hypothesis (H02) that participatory leadership exerts no 
influence on project implementation is not supported, while the hypothesis H2
 
, that 
participatory leadership exerts a positive influence on the perceived project 
implementation, is supported.  The empirical results suggest that the more participative 
leadership is applied in pursuance of project implementation the more the latter will be 
achieved. 
4.4.3 Organisational communication and project implementation 
 
Hypothesis H3
 
 stated that organisational communication exerts a positive influence on 
project implementation.  The null hypothesis formulated regarding organisational 
communication was:  
H03
 
:  Organisational communication exerts no influence on project implementation. 
The empirical results show that organisational communication exerts a positive influence 
on project implementation (r = 0.18, p < 0.05).  This means that the more information is 
com0municated in a business the more successful projects will be implemented. 
 
It is also means that the hypothesis (H3), that organisational communication exerts a 
positive influence on project implementation is supported, while the null hypothesis H03
 
, 
organisational communication exerts no influence on project implementation, is not 
supported.  
4.4.4 Resistance to change and project implementation 
 
Hypothesis H4
 
 stated that resistance to change exerts a negative influence on project 
implementation.  The null hypothesis formulated in this regard was: 
H04
 
:  Resistance to change exerts no influence on project implementation 
The empirical results show that resistance to change is significantly related to project 
implementation (r = -0.15, p < 0.05).  The influence is in a negative direction, which 
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means that the more employees resist change the less project implementation will be 
achieved.  In other words, resisting change complicates the completion of projects within 
the projected time frames.     
 
This result means that the hypothesis (H4), that that resistance to change exerts a negative 
influence on project implementation is supported, while the null hypothesis H04
 
, 
resistance to change exerts no influence on project implementation, is not supported.  
4.4.5 Goal-oriented leadership and project implementation 
 
Hypothesis H5 stated that goal-oriented leadership exerts a positive influence on project 
implementation.  Table 4.6 and Figure 4.2 show that goal-oriented leadership is 
significantly related to project implementation.  Goal-oriented leadership exerts a positive 
influence on project implementation (r = 0.33, p < 0.05). This means that the more 
employees receive goal-oriented leadership the more project implementation will be 
achieved.  In other words, leadership in firms must exhibit goal-oriented leadership to 
achieve project implementation.  It is also means that the hypothesis (H5
 
) that goal-
oriented leadership exerts a positive influence on project implementation is supported. 
4.4.6 Retention of status quo and project implementation 
 
Hypothesis H6 stated that retention of status quo exerts a negative influence on project 
implementation.  Table 4.6 and Figure 4.2 show that retention of status quo is 
significantly positive (r = 0.23, p < 0.05) related to project implementation.  This means 
that the more employees and management are inclined to maintain the status quo, the 
more difficult it will be to achieve project implementation significantly.  It is also means 
that the hypothesis H6
 
 is supported. 
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4.5 IMPORTANCE OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
 
The empirical results reveal the five determinants of project implementation investigated 
in this study explain 56% (R2
 
 = 0.558) of the variance in project implementation.  This 
means, among the other variables that might influence project implementation in firms, 
organisational communication, participatory and goal-oriented leadership, and the 
inclination to resist change and retain the status quo are very important determinants of 
project implementation in firms.   Managers would therefore be well advised to pay 
attention to these variables in their firms.  
4.6 CONCLUSION 
 
In this chapter, the psychometric properties of the different measuring scales used in the 
present study were examined.  More specifically, the Cronbach reliability coefficients and 
the discriminant validity of these instruments were assessed and evaluated.  All the 
measuring scales used to measure the contents used in the study conformed to the basic 
requirements of reliability and validity.  Based on this analysis, a revised model to 
improve project implementation was formulated and subjected to a multiple regression 
analysis. 
 
The empirical results of the multiple regression analysis were reported in detail.  In the 
next chapter, these results are interpreted in terms of what implications they present to 
project implementation.  
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CHAPTER 5 
 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
  
5.1  INTRODUCTION 
 
This (the final) chapter, briefly summarises the entire study, the empirical results thereof, 
the interpretations made and conclusion drawn from these findings.  Recommendations to 
enhance or to improve projects in firms with regard to project implementation are also 
discussed. 
 
5.2  OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY AND SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
 
The primary objective of this study was to improve project management in firms by 
investigating the factors that influenced project implementation. After conducting tests 
for the reliability and validity of the instruments that measured the latent variables it was 
broadly hypothesised that: 
 
• organisational communication, participative leadership and goal-oriented leadership 
would increase project implementation, while 
• resistance to change and maintaining the status quo would decrease project 
implementation. 
 
The empirical results of the present study however revealed the following: 
 
• Organisational communication increases project implementation (r = 0.18, p < 0.05). 
• Participatory leadership increases project implementation (r = 0.63, p < 0.05). 
• Resistance to change decreases project implementation (r = -0.14, p < 0.05). 
• Retention of the status quo increases project implementation (0.23, p < 0.05).  
• Goal-oriented leadership increases project implementation (0.33, p < 0.05). 
 
These results are now interpreted and discussed against the managerial implications that 
they reveal. 
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5.3 INTERPRETATIONS OF THE EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
 
The following are conclusions drawn from empirical findings made of the study. 
 
5.3.1 The influence of goal-oriented leadership on project implementation 
 
The empirical results indicate that goal-oriented leadership increases project 
implementation in firms.  That means that if managers (1) formulate clear goals for 
teams, (2) ensure effective training on the job, (3) initiates continuous improvement 
programmes, (4) strive to meet revenue targets on the projects that are being implemented 
and (5) strive to get the right product to the right customer at the right time, project 
implementation will be . 
 
5.3.1.1 Formulate clear goals for teams 
 
The results to formulate clear goals for teams support previous research findings by Lock 
(2003) who states that the purpose of project management is to envisage or predict as 
many of the dangers and problems as possible and to plan, organise and control activities 
so that projects are completed as successfully as possible in spite of all the risks. Mabert, 
Soni and Venkataramanan (2003) suggest that project teams should spend extra time up 
front to define in great detail exactly how the implementation of projects would be 
carried out.  
 
Clearly defined objectives provide the blueprint for achieving a strategy (Khan 2002). 
For both strategy and project, these goal or objectives should be specific and 
operationalisable (Somers & Nelson 2004). 
 
5.3.1.2 Ensuring effective on-the-job training 
 
The consequences of ineffective implementation of projects are also likely to have a 
poorly motivated work force, slow achieving of results and costly to run company 
projects (Lock 2003).   Both the models from Cleland (2004) and James and Wong 
(2006) stress the importance that inefficient monitoring and poor planning lead to 
56 
 
projects failing and Turner (2003) further argues that projects will be unpredictable in 
their outcomes. The research indicates that ensuring on the job training will increase the 
knowledge and know-how of employees to execute a project within the projected time 
frame. 
 
5.3.1.3 Initiating continuous improvement programmes 
 
Because project work can be very demanding and complex, people with a high learning 
potential must be assigned to projects and at least all key project members must be 
available on a full-time basis to ensure project continuity and progress (Welti 1999). High 
risk projects are sometimes highly successful while managers of projects with much 
lower levels of risk sometimes overspending in their budgets and schedules while the 
deliverables fail to meet the requirements (Steyn 2008:11). The initiating of continuous 
improvement programmes is supporting the goal orientation for of a project which could 
result in lower level risk projects being within the project time frame. 
 
5.3.1.4 Striving to meet revenue targets of projects 
 
A typical project is likely to be completed at twice its original budget and at twice its 
original anticipated duration (Parviz & Ginger 2002). According to Nicholas and Steyn 
(2008), changes often cause cost and schedule overruns, low worker morale, and poor 
relationships between contractors and clients. The researcher agrees with Nicholas and 
Steyn by focusing on achieving the revenue targets of the projects, it should potentially 
minimise the negative revenue target impacts on a project. 
 
5.3.1.5 Striving to get the right product to the right customer at the right time 
 
Selecting the right employees to participate in the implementation process and motivating 
them is critical for implementation success (Khan 2002).  A variety of resources are used 
to achieve project objectives and during these times people may feel insecure or 
threatened by these changes (Turner 2003). The present study indicates that striving to 
get the right product to the right customer at the right time will motivate employees and 
therefore build there confidence to be part of more complex projects. 
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5.3.2 The influence of participatory leadership on project implementation 
 
The empirical results show that participatory leadership exerts a positive influence on the 
perceived project implementation of employees. This means that the more managers do 
the following, the more project implementation will be achieved: (1) ensure low levels of 
duplication of work, (2) formulating clear policies that guide business processes, (3) 
provide regular feedback on departments’ performance, (4) conducting inspirational 
communication, (5) encouraging teamwork, being a team player and involving the team 
in decision making, and (6) striving to achieve the required project milestones.  
 
5.3.2.1 Ensure low levels of duplication of work 
 
A typical project is likely to be completed at twice its original budget and at twice its 
original anticipated duration (Parviz & Ginger 2002). Lock (2003) argues that a badly 
informed group, with vague responsibilities and ambiguous levels of status and authority, 
is likely to be poorly motivated, slow to achieve results, costly to run and extremely 
frustrating to work with. The empirical results of the present study show that ensuring 
low levels of duplication of work would motivate more employees to achieve the project 
goals. 
 
5.3.2.2 Formulating clear policies that guide business processes 
 
Change also often requires significant change to the process, structure and cultures of 
organisations (Forster & Browne 1996:186).  According to Turner (2003), a variety of 
resources are used to achieve project objectives. The variety of processes could create 
resistance from employees to adapt to new ways of doing things. Formulating a standard 
procedure to guide a business process which worked in the past will increase the project 
implementation process. 
 
5.3.2.3 Providing regular feedback on departments’ performance. 
 
According to Noble (1999) a lack of shared knowledge between managers and employees 
can also create a barrier to successful strategy implementation. In addition, Parnell, 
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Carraher and Holt (2002) found that involving middle and lower level managers in 
formulation of strategy increases their involvement, understanding and commitment to 
that strategy.  The findings of the present study support the statement of Parnell et al. 
(2002) that regular feedback on departments’ performance increases involvement of 
employees. 
 
5.3.2.4 Conducting inspirational communication 
 
A study by Wooldridge and Floyd (1990) revealed that involving subordinates (in their 
case, middle-level managers) in strategic decisions resulted in the participants 
championing alternatives, synthesising information, facilitating adaptability and 
implementing strategy deliberately.  In a follow-up study, Floyd and Wooldridge (1997) 
found that organisational performance is influenced by both downward strategic 
influence by top management as well as upward influence among middle management.  
In other words, participative leadership influences organisational performance positively. 
Kerzner (2000) concurs that a project is likely to be successful if visible support and 
commitment are present from top and executive management.   
 
The findings of the present study support the theory that inspirational communication 
must come from top down where boundaries can be set for handling projects within 
companies. The buy-in from management contributes significantly to motivate the 
performance of employees that there project will benefit the overall company 
performance. 
 
5.3.2.5 Encouraging teamwork, being a team player and involving the team in decision 
making. 
 
Unlike operations, projects are always novel and therefore, to varying degrees, 
unpredictable in their outcomes (Turner 2003). Pinto (1989) states that the project 
implementation process is complex, usually requires extensive and collective attention to 
a broad aspect of human, budgetary and technical variables. 
 
59 
 
The broad aspect of human, budgetary and technical variables came strongly to the fore 
during the research to establish the nature of projects. The present study confirmed that 
projects could be complex and require encouragement of teamwork, being a team player 
and involving the team in decision making which will increase each employee’s 
knowledge and increase project implementation.  
 
5.3.2.6 Striving to achieve the required project milestones 
 
Projects are the building blocks in the design and execution of strategies for an 
organisation and it provides an organisational focus for conceptualising, designing and 
creating new or improved products, services and organisational processes (Cleland 2004).   
 
This means a complex project should rather be sub-divided into milestones which will 
indicate whether the project is remaining on a feasible scale. In the latter project 
milestones also contribute to increasing the possibility of achieving the overall project 
implementation. 
 
5.3.3 The influence of resistance to change on project implementation 
 
The empirical results reveal that resistance to change exerts a negative influence on 
project implementation.  It means that the implementation of projects is slowed down 
when employees find it difficult to change their ways of doing things, when they resist 
the implementation of ideas of other employees, and when they fear change. 
 
5.3.3.1 Difficulty in changing ways of doing things 
 
Heraclius (2000) concurs that if an organisation cannot implement a decision successfully 
the implications are enormous. According to Nicholas and Steyn (2008), changes are a 
chief cause of additional costs in schedule overruns, low worker morale, and poor 
relationships between contractors and clients. The findings of the present study on the 
effect of the difficulty in changing ways of doing things on project implementation 
support the theory of Herculeaus (2000) that apart from monetary and time loss, failed 
implementation creates a negative precedence within the organisation, such as lower 
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employee morale, loss of trust in management and creation of an even more flexible 
organisation.  
 
5.3.3.2 Resisting ideas of other employees 
 
Cleland (2004) argues that while the project manager is struggling with complex 
interactions and making decisions on the basis of observed changes, additional changes 
are continuing to take place. Richman (2006) further argues that it is necessary to know 
what is expected from team members and followers, convey that understanding to them, 
contribute to their motivation and remove the barriers to their success. The empirical 
findings reveal that projects are normally complex and employees or managers must steer 
away from behaving in a silo mentality in implementing these projects.  The empirical 
results also show that being open minded to ideas have a positive contribution to the 
overall project’s achievability and resisting ideas of other employees would negatively 
impact on the project implementation process. 
 
5.3.3.3 Fear of change 
 
Project implementation appears to be the most difficult aspect of a manager’s job (Bolles 
2002). There is an increase in the use of multi-disciplinary projects to deliver on 
companies’ strategies (Handy 2001). The increasing use of projects over the past forty 
years reflects rapid change in the nature of markets and technologies (Turner 2003). 
 
During the previous century most major transport projects overspent seriously on their 
budgets, and there seemed to be no trend towards reducing over expenditure over a 
period of 80 years (Flyvbjerg 2003).  The above authors clearly illustrate that employees 
rather follow traditional ways of thinking or handling projects which lead to fear of 
change having a negative impact on project implementation, which affects the growth of 
the employee’s potential.  
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5.3.4 The influence of organisational communication on project implementation 
 
According to the empirical results, organisational communication leadership increases 
project implementation.  This means that the more managers communicate project 
responsibilities clearly and show interest in the interests of other departments and not 
only in his/her department, the more successfully projects will be implemented. 
 
5.3.4.1 Clear communication of project responsibilities 
 
Aduri, Lin and Ma (2002) identified clearly defined objectives as important in the 
achievement of business strategies.  Clearly defined objectives provide the blueprint for 
achieving a strategy (Khan 2002). For both strategy and project, these goals or objectives 
should be specific and operationalisable (Somers & Nelson 2004). The afore-mentioned 
authors support the empirical results of the present study which indicates that clear 
communication of each employee’s responsibility will increase the success of project 
implementation. 
 
5.3.4.2 Show interest in all departments 
 
Communication is important to ensure that individual’s at all organisational levels 
understand their responsibilities and to align themselves toward a central purpose, 
mission and vision (Bass & Avolio 1999: 147).  Implementation teams are entrusted with 
critical decision-making responsibilities to execute the strategic plans and should consist 
of highly respected individuals from each business function within the firm (Umble et al. 
2002).  
 
Lock (2003) states that a badly informed group with vague responsibilities and 
ambiguous levels of status and authority is likely to be poorly motivated, slow to achieve 
results, costly to run and extremely frustrating to work with. The findings indicate that a 
project is mostly dependent on various employees/departments, hence showing interest in 
all departments would increase the project implementation process. In the latter case it 
would also build stronger internal trust/relationships in the department and broaden the 
knowledge base. 
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5.3.5 The influence of retention of status quo on project implementation 
 
The empirical results indicate that the retention of the status quo exerts a positive 
influence on project implementation.  This means that the more employees (1) exhibit the 
attitude of “why fix it if it is not broken”, and (2) resist the implementation of new 
policies, the more projects will be successfully implemented. 
 
5.3.5.1 Exhibit the attitude of “why fix it if it is not broken” 
 
High risk projects are sometimes highly successful while managers of projects with much 
lower levels of risk sometimes overspend on their budgets and schedules while the 
deliverables fail to meet the requirements (Steyn 2008:11). According to Mobey and 
Parker (2002) the chances of a project succeeding can be increased if firms have an 
understanding of what the critical success factors are, to systematically and quantitatively 
assess these critical factors, anticipating possible effects, and then choose appropriate 
methods of dealing with them.  
 
When the milestones and objectives of a project have been finalised, then the employees 
should not come up with new concepts or ways of completing the project. They should 
exhibit the attitude “why fix it if it is not broken” which will increase the implementation 
of projects within the project framework. 
  
5.3.5.2 Resist the implementation of new policies 
 
Projects use a variety of resources to achieve their objectives and during these times of 
change employees may feel insecure or threatened by the alteration of the status quo 
(Turner 2003). Turner (2003) further argues that projects are agents of change, they upset 
the status quo and as such they can expect to meet resistance. Both the models from 
Cleland (2004) and, James and Wong (2006); Turner (2003) stress the importance that 
inefficient monitoring and poor planning leads to projects failing and that projects are 
unpredictable in their outcomes. The researcher calls for more standardised 
systems/procedures to be implemented before any projects are started because data of 
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past project failures were recorded data it could minimise the probability of the same 
failure occurring twice. 
 
5.4 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
Although significant findings have been produced by this study, there are areas that could 
be improved or expanded upon. One such area is the sample used.  The present sample 
consisted of senior managers, middle managers, junior managers, supervisors, team 
leaders and various lower level employees.  It could be useful to validate these findings 
using other employee groupings. The sample could be increased from 145 to 300 
participants. The current study only focused on the private sector.  Future research should 
explore whether similar results would emerge in the public sector.  
 
The instruments used to measure the variables investigated in this study, produced good 
reliability coefficients, except for the two variables resistance to change and retaining the 
status quo.  The results on the latter two variables should therefore be treated with 
caution.  Improved instruments to measure these two variables could render improved 
results. 
 
Having identified the goal-oriented leadership, retention of status quo, organisational 
communication, participatory leadership and resistance to change as important 
determinants of project implementation, it would be interesting to investigate other 
additional determinants such as organisational culture, organisation structure, job 
structure and technologies.  This could provide a more complete picture of what 
determines success in project implementation. 
 
The study incorporated six different businesses from the private sector which were not 
from the same industry.  Business culture could therefore have differed and different 
results could have emerged if the study focused on only one specific company.  
Furthermore, the study focused on medium to large business enterprises.  It could 
therefore be explored whether the similar results would be produced in small businesses. 
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5.5 CONCLUSION  
 
This study identified organisational communication, participatory and goal-oriented 
leadership, as well as resistance to change and the inclination to retain the status quo as 
important determinants of project implementation.  The sample consisted of a cross-
section of medium to large enterprises.  Highly acceptable statistical analyses were 
conducted.  It can therefore safely be concluded that the empirical results have made an 
important contribution to the field of study of project management.  Successful project 
implementation impacts on the growth of businesses and national economies. 
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ANNEXURE 1     MEASURING INSTRUMENTS BEFORE EXPLORATORY 
 FACTOR ANALYSIS  
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Respondent  
 
I am a post-graduate student studying towards my MBA (Master in Business 
Administration) at the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University Business School.  The 
aim of my study is to improve the project implementation in business.  I believe that my 
study would make a contribution to the improvement of business process 
implementation in order to achieve strategic goals in businesses.  The empirical findings 
of the study will be made available to all participants in my study.  
 
You are part of our selected sample of respondents whose views we seek on the 
above-mentioned matter.  We would therefore appreciate it if you could answer a few 
questions. It should not take more than twenty minutes of your time and we want to 
thank you in advance for your co-operation. 
 
There are no correct or incorrect answers. Please answer the questions as accurately 
as possible. For each statement, tick (with a cross X) the number which best describes 
your experience or perception.  For example, if you strongly agree with the statement, 
tick the number 5.  If you strongly disagree with the statement, tick the number 1.  
Similarly, if you believe a stated variable is very important strongly, tick the number 5 
and if you believe the stared variable is not important, tick the number 1. Tick only one 
answer for each statement and answer all questions
 
 please.  We guarantee that 
all information will be handled with the STRICTEST CONFIDENTIALITY.  
Thank you very much.  
 
I. Hassen (Student no.: 9939657) 
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SECTION A 
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following 
statements: 
 
Variable 
code 
Statement 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
di
sa
gr
ee
 
 D
is
ag
re
e 
 U
nc
er
ta
in
 
 A
gr
ee
 
 St
ro
ng
ly
 
ag
re
e 
 
COM1 My manager communicates clearly what he/she 
expects from us. 
1 2 3 4 5 
LDR1 My manager encourages team work to enhance 
work performance. 
1 2 3 4 5 
BPM1 There are low levels of duplication of work in my 
department. 
1 2 3 4 5 
COM2 My manager gives regular feedback on how our 
department is performing. 
1 2 3 4 5 
RTC1 In my department, employees find it difficult to 
change their way of doing things. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PIM1 
 
My department generally meets revenue targets on 
projects we implement. 
1 2 3 4 5 
COM3 The manager formulates clear goals for his/her 
teams. 
1 2 3 4 5 
BPM2 My department shares knowledge and information 
with other departments. 
1 2 3 4 5 
LDR2 It is always easy to approach my manager for any 
work-related matter. 
1 2 3 4 5 
RTC2 In my department, employees often resist the 
implementation of ideas of other employees. 
1 2 3 4 5 
COM4 My manager regularly communicates the company 
vision to us. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PIM2 My department never overspends on a project 
budget. 
1 2 3 4 5 
BPM3 In my department, we experience a free flow of 
information among all managerial levels. 
1 2 3 4 5 
RTC3 In my department, employees fear change. 1 2 3 4 5 
COM5 My manager’s communication inspires his/her 
subordinates. 
1 2 3 4 5 
BPM4 My department is successful in coordinating 
projects with other departments. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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LDR3 My manager gives recognition when an employee 
performs well.  
1 2 3 4 5 
RTC4 In my department, employees tend to retain the 
status quo. 
1 2 3 4 5 
COM6 My manager clearly communicates our 
responsibilities on a project. 
1 2 3 4 5 
BPM5 In my department, employees are not only 
concerned about the interests of our own 
department, but also about the interests of other 
departments. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PIM3 My department always finishes the project within 
the time frame. 
1 2 3 4 5 
RTC5 In my department, employees have an attitude of 
“why fix it if it’s not broken?” 
1 2 3 4 5 
LDR4 My manager involves the team in decision making. 1 2 3 4 5 
LDR5 My manager is a team player.  1 2 3 4 5 
PIM4 In my department, employees always have the 
required resources when starting a project. 
1 2 3 4 5 
BPM6 In my department, there are clear policies that 
guide businesses processes. 
1 2 3 4 5 
RTC6 Innovation is not readily supported by employees 
in my department. 
1 2 3 4 5 
LDR6 My manager ensures that effective training takes 
place on the job. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PIM5 In all projects, my department succeeds in getting 
the right product to the right customer at the right 
time. 
1 2 3 4 5 
BPM7 In my department, there are standard procedures 
that guide our business procedures. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PIM6 My department generally achieves performance 
targets on all projects we implement. 
1 2 3 4 5 
RTC7 In my department, employees often resist the 
implementation of new policies. 
1 2 3 4 5 
LDR7 My manager initiates continuous improvement 
programmes at work. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PIM7 My department generally achieves the required 
project milestones in the projects we implement. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
 
74 
 
 
SECTION B 
CLASSIFICATION DATA: 
 
Please make a cross (X) or enter the relevant information in the blocks provided. 
Please indicate your TITLE 
(Mr., Miss, Dr. etc.): 
 
 
GENDER: Male  Female  
  
 
AGE GROUP: 20 – 29 30 – 39 40 – 49 50 – 59 60+ 
 
Please indicate your HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL 
QUALIFICATION: 
 
 
Please indicate your JOB TITLE: 
(Director, Deputy-director, Senior Manager, etc.) 
 
 
 
 For HOW LONG have you been working for your institution (in years?) 
LESS THAN 5 YEARS 5 – 9 10 – 14 15 - 19 20 + 
 
 How many years of EXPERIENCE have you got in your job or profession? 
LESS THAN 5 YEARS 5 – 9 10 – 14 15 - 19 20 + 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR KIND CO-OPERATION! 
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ANNEXURE: 2 MEASURING INSTRUMENTS AFTER EXPLORATORY 
 FACTOR ANALYSIS 
 
The manager formulates clear goals for his/her teams. 
Goal-oriented leadership 
My manager ensures that effective training takes place on the job. 
My manager initiates continuous improvement programs at work. 
My department generally meets revenue targets on projects we implement. 
In all projects my department succeeds in getting the right product to the right customer at the 
right time. 
 
In my department, employees have an attitude of “why fix it if it’s not broken?”  
Retention of status quo 
In my department, employees often resist the implementation of new policies. 
 
In my department, employees are not only concerned about the interests of our own department, 
but also about the interests of other departments. 
Organisational communication 
My manager clearly communicates our responsibilities on a project. 
 
In my department, employees find it difficult to change their way of doing things. 
Resistance to change 
In my department, employees often resist the implementation of ideas of other employees. 
In my department, employees fear change. 
 
There are low levels of duplication of work in my department. 
Participatory leadership 
In my department, there are clear policies that guide businesses processes. 
My manager gives regular feedback on how our department is performing. 
My manager’s communication inspires his/her subordinates. 
My manager encourages team work to enhance work performance. 
My manager involves the team in decision making. 
My manager is a team player. 
My department generally achieves the required project milestones in the projects we implement. 
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My department shares knowledge and information with other departments. 
Project implementation 
In my department, we experience a free flow of information among all managerial levels. 
My department never overspends on a project budget. 
In my department, employees always have the required resources when starting a project. 
 
